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A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated against:
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,

on rollcall No. 561, I was detained by constitu-
ents and was unable to make it in time for this
vote. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘no.’’

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3194, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 354 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 354

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3194) making appro-
priations for the government of the District
of Columbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000, and for other purposes. The bill shall
be considered as read for amendment. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill to final passage without in-
tervening motion except: (1) one hour of de-
bate equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

b 1700

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 354 is
a closed rule providing for the consid-
eration of H.R. 3194, the D.C. appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2000.

The rule provides for one hour of gen-
eral debate divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. Additionally, the rule waives all
points of order against the bill.

House Resolution 354 also provides
for one motion to recommit, with or
without instructions, as is the right of
the minority members of the House.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 354 is
a closed rule, recognizing the full and
fair debate that the House had on simi-
lar legislation earlier in this Congress.
This rule will assist the House to move
forward in the appropriations process.

H.R. 3194 continues to fund the Dis-
trict of Columbia at $75 million over
the President’s request and makes no
changes to funding levels from the pre-
vious D.C. appropriations bill. With
this bill, we continue to provide $17
million for scholarships to low-income
D.C. residents, $2.5 million to help im-

prove children’s health centers, and $5
million to provide incentives for the
adoption of foster children.

The President’s request did not in-
clude funding for any of these impor-
tant programs.

With this legislation, charter schools
will have access to construction funds,
the schools will have the same oppor-
tunity to expand as other public
schools, and parents will be able to
send all of their children to the same
charter school. H.R. 3194 enacts the $59
million tax cut passed by the D.C. City
Council, and it works with the Council
to make vital changes in city manage-
ment that will place Washington, D.C.
on the road to financial recovery.

This bill also restores the original
language for needle exchange initia-
tives, continuing our commitment to
prohibit Federal support for these dubi-
ous and irresponsible programs. The
Clinton administration’s own Depart-
ment of Health and Human Resources
prohibits the use of Federal funds for
needle exchanges, and we should main-
tain this consistent standard.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have
taken the necessary steps in this bill to
bring this chapter of the appropria-
tions process to a close. I applaud the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK) for his patience and his will-
ingness to work through this difficult
process, and I urge my colleagues to
support this rule and the underlying
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in the immortal words
of Yogi Berra, it is deja vu all over
again. The first District of Columbia
appropriations bill was loaded with Re-
publican riders and it was vetoed. The
second D.C. appropriations bill was
loaded not just with riders but also
with the Labor-HHS appropriation. It
is yet to be vetoed but it certainly will
be.

Before us today is D.C. Three, yet an-
other attempt on the part of the Re-
publican majority to move a Christmas
tree to the White House even before the
Thanksgiving turkey is on the table.

Mr. Speaker, pity the residents of
this city. What have they done to the
Republicans in this body to deserve
this mistreatment? Why should their
appropriation be loaded up with orna-
ments designed to make good Repub-
lican boys and girls happy? This bill is
truly a turkey and the Republican ma-
jority ought to face the facts and start
dealing straight with the people of this
city, the Democratic Members of this
body and the President of the United
States.

Enough is enough, Mr. Speaker. Let
us get on with legislating and stop all
this tree trimming and turkey stuffing.
Give the people of this city a break and
send the President an appropriations
bill he can sign. Give us all a real
Christmas present so that we can finish
our business and go home for the holi-
days.

I urge Members to vote against this
bill so that we can send the residents of
this city a real holiday treat, a bill he
can sign.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, forgive me. Is the gen-
tleman confused? I am. I feel like say-
ing, where are we? Why are we here?
Why is there another D.C. bill on the
floor? How could there be another D.C.
bill on the floor? One was just voted in
the Senate yesterday.

I did not realize that this body loved
D.C. so much that it wanted to keep
voting D.C. bills. One is on its way to
the President’s desk. Remember last
Thursday we just voted for a D.C. bill.
It was called the Labor-HHS-D.C. bill.
That must be a new agency.

We passed the D.C. bill they wanted.
That one is about to be vetoed. Let me
try to get this straight. One veto is not
enough? They want two vetoes? Do
they want them simultaneously or do
they want them sequentially?

The last bill, we were told, was the
one the majority wanted. That is why
they put Labor-HHS on the D.C. bill.
All of them voted for that in con-
ference. Now they are back again with
another D.C. bill. What could be the
reason for a stand-alone bill? What we
are seeing is the majority manipu-
lating the smallest, most defenseless
appropriation. They do not want yet
another D.C. bill before the last D.C.
bill is vetoed. They want another vehi-
cle for the majority. The District is no
longer a city. It is a vehicle. They want
to send this vehicle over to the Senate
in order to tie on yet some more bills
to send to the White House to be ve-
toed.

What kind of way is that to treat a
city of half a million people whose own
money and virtually alone their own
money is in this bill?

Free up the D.C. bill. Three D.C. bills
are enough. Let D.C. go.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, the problem with this rule is that it
does not allow us to make a tiny, min-
uscule little change, but as little a
change as it would be it would have
profound consequences. We simply
want to make it clear that a private,
nonprofit organization in the District
of Columbia can receive private funds
and do with those private funds what-
ever they choose to do. In other words,
treat that organization like we do
every other private nonprofit organiza-
tion.

All we are asking for is that this bill
be given what the full, entire House
Committee on Appropriations ap-
proved; give us the bill that the full
House of Representatives on this floor
approved; give us the bill that the full
Senate Committee on Appropriations,
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the full Senate itself approved; give us
the bill that the conference between
the House and Senate approved. One
tiny little change would give us that
bill.

Then not only would we agree with
this rule, we would agree with the bill.
The bill would be sent over to the
White House. It would be signed and
that little $429 million, which is infini-
tesimal compared to our Federal budg-
et, would then be able to be spent in
the District of Columbia as its citizens
deem appropriate. To them, it means
the difference between a solvent gov-
ernment that can respond to the needs
of its citizens and one that is kept hos-
tage by the Congress of the United
States.

That is the problem with the rule.
Let us act reasonably. Then we can
both get together and do what is right
in the interest of the citizens of the
District of Columbia and in the public
interest.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. LINDER

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment in the nature of a substitute

offered by Mr. LINDER:
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert in lieu thereof:
That upon the adoption of this resolution

it shall be in order without intervention of
any point of order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 3194) making appropriations for
the government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole or
in part against revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and
for other purposes. The bill shall be consid-
ered as read for amendment. An amendment
striking section 175 shall be considered as
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations; and (2) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
yield the balance of his time?

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, at this
point let me state that though this
amendment is somewhat unusual, we
have no objection to the amendment
being offered by the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the
amendment and the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER).

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, as
amended.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, a point of
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, is not a
vote automatic, a roll call vote auto-
matic on an appropriations conference
report?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The vote
before us was on the rule.

Mr. FROST. On the appropriations
bill. I am sorry, on the rule. I withdraw
my question. There will be a vote; be-
cause Members had asked me, there
will be a vote on the actual appropria-
tions conference report?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. FROST. Not on the rule?
The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is

correct. The gentlemen is correct.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include tabular and extra-
neous material on H.R. 3194.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

f

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 354, I call up the
bill (H.R. 3194), making appropriations
for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against reve-
nues of said District for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of H.R. 3194, as amended

pursuant to House Resolution 354, is as
follows:

H.R. 3194

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

TITLE I—FISCAL YEAR 2000
APPROPRIATIONS
FEDERAL FUNDS

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR RESIDENT TUITION
SUPPORT

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for a program to be administered
by the Mayor for District of Columbia resi-
dent tuition support, subject to the enact-

ment of authorizing legislation for such pro-
gram by Congress, $17,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That such
funds may be used on behalf of eligible Dis-
trict of Columbia residents to pay an amount
based upon the difference between in-State
and out-of-State tuition at public institu-
tions of higher education, usable at both
public and private institutions of higher edu-
cation: Provided further, That the awarding
of such funds may be prioritized on the basis
of a resident’s academic merit and such
other factors as may be authorized: Provided
further, That if the authorized program is a
nationwide program, the Mayor may expend
up to $17,000,000: Provided further, That if the
authorized program is for a limited number
of States, the Mayor may expend up to
$11,000,000: Provided further, That the District
of Columbia may expend funds other than
the funds provided under this heading, in-
cluding local tax revenues and contributions,
to support such program.

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR INCENTIVES FOR
ADOPTION OF CHILDREN

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia to create incentives to promote
the adoption of children in the District of
Columbia foster care system, $5,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such funds shall remain available
until September 30, 2001 and shall be used in
accordance with a program established by
the Mayor and the Council of the District of
Columbia and approved by the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate: Provided further, That
funds provided under this heading may be
used to cover the costs to the District of Co-
lumbia of providing tax credits to offset the
costs incurred by individuals in adopting
children in the District of Columbia foster
care system and in providing for the health
care needs of such children, in accordance
with legislation enacted by the District of
Columbia government.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE CITIZEN COMPLAINT
REVIEW BOARD

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for administrative expenses of the
Citizen Complaint Review Board, $500,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2001.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN SERVICES

For a Federal payment to the Department
of Human Services for a mentoring program
and for hotline services, $250,000.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the District of
Columbia Corrections Trustee, $176,000,000
for the administration and operation of cor-
rectional facilities and for the administra-
tive operating costs of the Office of the Cor-
rections Trustee, as authorized by section
11202 of the National Capital Revitalization
and Self-Government Improvement Act of
1997 (Public Law 105–33; 111 Stat. 712): Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated in this Act
for the District of Columbia Corrections
Trustee shall be apportioned quarterly by
the Office of Management and Budget and
obligated and expended in the same manner
as funds appropriated for salaries and ex-
penses of other Federal agencies: Provided
further, That in addition to the funds pro-
vided under this heading, the District of Co-
lumbia Corrections Trustee may use a por-
tion of the interest earned on the Federal
payment made to the Trustee under the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1998,
(not to exceed $4,600,000) to carry out the ac-
tivities funded under this heading.
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